




















Goodhue’s response, Pillsbury is entitled to know whether the highly relevant information
sought in Pillsbury 1-4, 1-5, and 1-6 based on Pennichuck Corporation’s Annual Report to
Shareholder dated March 27, 2018 (which is signed by Mr. Goodhue) is also “misleading.”

22.  Moreover, the effort required to respond to these Requests is minimal and the best
source of obtaining the desired information is from the Companies, which are in the best position
to verify the information.

23. Tt follows that the information requested is relevant, as the Commission has
previously found the total tax picture of utilities should be included in its analysis of this issue.

See Re Contribution in Aid of Construction, Order No. 19,055 (April 8, 1988) at 149. As a

result, the Companies should be compelled to respond to these Requests.?

Pillsbury 1-9

24.  Pillsbury 1-9 requests information related to the five largest projects that would be
subject to CIAC payments. The Companies have objected, arguing that this Request exceeds the
scope of the present docket.

25.  This Request is relevant to the present docket. The nature and scope of other
forms of CIAC coming into the Companies will impact how the Commission analyzes the
Companies’ proposed methodology and whether that methodology, or some other methodology,
is most appropriate under these circumstances. Thus, it follows that the Request is relevant. As a
result, the Commission should compel the Companies to respond to this Request. See also
Companies’ Responses to Staff’s Data Requests 1-1, 1-3, 1-14 (concerning contributions of

property and/or cash).

2 1t bears noting that while the Companies objected to Pillsbury 1-4, 1-5, and 1-6 on the basis that these data requests
called for “expert opinions, they did not object to Pillsbury 1-7 on the same ground.
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Conclusion
26.  For the reasons set forth above, Pillsbury requests that the Commission compel
the Companies to provide complete and accurate responses to Pillsbury Data Request Nos. 1-1,
1-2,1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, and 1-9
27.  Consistent with N.H. Admin. R. Puc 203.09(1)(4), counsel for Pillsbury
attempted, in good faith, to resolve this discovery dispute with counsel for the Companies by
telephone conference conducted on February 22, 2019. While the Companies have responded to
Request 1-8, they have maintained their objections to the other Requests.
WHEREFORE, Pillsbury Realty Development, LLC requests that the Commission:
A. Grant Pillsbury’s motion to compel; and
B. Grant such other relief that is just.
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